




















































思われるのだが（for what seems altogether inconceivable）、いかにしてそうであり得
るのか理由が挙げられる必要があるからである。しかし、著者は通常そんな用心はして
いないので、そのことを読者に薦めたいと思う。そして確信していることは、この小さ













































































意味論的オートノミー（Logical and Semantic Autonomy）を区別する。例えば、次のよう
な推論Fを例に挙げて考察する。












（1）フリッツは独身である。（Fritz is a bachelor;）
（1a）妻のいる独身者はいない。（No bachelor has a wife;）
それゆえ
（2）フリッツには妻がいない。（Fritz has no wife. ）
 （Pigden［c2016 : 402-403］）



















































































































































は黙約から生じるという。黙約は、共通の利益についての一般的な感覚（a general sense 
of common interest）にすぎず、この一般的な感覚を社会のすべての成員が互いに表出しあ
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The Deduction of “Ought” from “Is” : 
The Argument of John R. Searle and Pigden's 
Criticism of Searle's Argument
OSHIKA, Katsuyuki
Hume remarks that the transition from copulations of propositions “is” to “ought” 
in every system of morality which he has met with, and he points out that it is necessary 
to explain how “ought” is derived from “is.”
In Searle's argument deriving “ought” from “is,” he starts with a brute fact, that a 
man uttered certain words which means that he promises to pay another man five dollars, 
and then invokes the institution in such a way as to generate institutional facts by which 
such conclusion is drawn that, as regards his obligation, the man ought to pay another man 
five dollars.
Pigden regard Searle's argument as the refutation against the claim that you can't 
get moral conclusions from non-moral premises with the aid of logic plus analytic bridge 
principles. And he says that Searle has not succeeded in deriving a moral conclusion from 
entirely non-moral premises with the aid of analytic truths. However, Searle's Argument of 
derivation is not with the aid of analytic truths.
Searle's argument is related to the obligation, Hume says that the idea of obligation 
arises as a result of men's convention, and convention concerns men's interest and motive. 
In Hume's context, the obligation is connected with motive, and thus it is possible to say 
that Searle's argument is influenced from men's motive.
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